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From: MRITTER --VCH0021A Date and time 25.05.93 09:23:40 

To: PMAGLION--VCH002IA P. Maglione 

From: Mitchell Ritter 

To: * . + 

Subject: Smokers Issues 
Dear Paul, 

The following are my comments on your proposal. 

General: As we discussed yesterday, insofar as people's minds are 
pretty much made up on the issue, and expect us to deny everything, 
we have little chance of influencing their positions unless we do 
something which surprises them, something a bit paradoxical. One 
could imagine some introductory remarks on the etiology of cancer, 
since most people associate smoking with lung cancer*^ I would also 
suggest some description of the development of the anti-smoking 
movement/health industry in parallel td the Primary, Secondary and 
Tertiary issues. The inversion of tdles 5: inhere the .Indus try was 
originally larger and better organized to the point where today, the 
anti's and their allies are larger and better Organized - to reposition 
ourselves as the underdogs struggling for survival. ^ 

Specifics: Describe the 400 year history of the anti-smoking movement 
more as a shifting fashion, rather than a 400 year continuous crusade, 
the purpose being to depict the trendy and ephemeral nature of such 
movements. 

- Correct the Sentence at the end of the third paragraph - it is 
currently incomplete. 

- Reference to hard-core might have some bad associations, and re¬ 
place It with committed smokers, or something more positive. 

- "Jump start* is part of the Brussels jargon, and might not be 
well understood. 

- On the secondary issue, paragraph one, I like the part about 
transforming the non-smoker into an anti-smoker, which you might 
be able to reinforce, by indicating how this was done, I.e. by 
making the smoker into a sort of "typhoid Mary", i.e. a smoker is 
no longer your friend, colleague or neighbor, but rather a vector 

of death and disease. '■ t 

* References to social divisiveness and its destruction of tolerance, 
the key to all successful societies, might strengthen your point. 

- The last paragraph, second page (the medlcal/scientific basis...) 
is a risky statement which might provoke a contradictory effect. I , 
wouldn't recommend contamination ETS with the primary issue wherever 
possible, since both tend to suffer from their association. 

- Page 3, paragraph 1 (The range...) last sentence - an incomplete 
sentence. I think a less bombastic statement would be more effective. 

It's not often we can come off sounding high-minded where the moral 
ground can be claimed by us. 

- Tertiary issue - explain what you mean. One can understand intui¬ 
tively, but I think some development would be helpful. 

- Page 4, 1st full paragaph - the smoker could not "continue* to 

be harassed in the private domain, If there as yet had not been any 
Initiatives In that area. This paragraph needs some more work In 
structuring the temporal sequence of events. I see the point you 
are trying to make, but It could benefit from some careful develop¬ 
ment . 

- All of the arguments on page 4 are effective when addressing an 

audience of smokers. I'm not sure they would sway anyone who was a 
non-smoker, not to mention an anti - smoker A more high-minded 

approach might be more effective in getting your point across, 
maybe by putting it all in a comprehensive context around the theme 
of mistreatment, unfairness, etc,, smokers. Again, using this 

opportunity to reinforce the message that smokers are no longer the 
arrogant dominators of the past, but have become an oppressed and 
persecuted minority - the underdog, 

I liked the references to advertising and other parallel industries. - 
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However, on the World Bank, though in principle you are correct, the 
position they have adopted does leave room for countries such as 
Malawi and Zimbabwe which are dependent on tobacco for their survival. 

Or at least they were until this year. 

- Page 5 - "What is significant..." - the reference to falsification 
is a bit too blunt. I think you could make your point by phrasing 

it as a question you put to your reader, asking them to draw conclusions 
from the presentation of the facts you have made. If you give them 
the answers, then you are giving them what they expect, and they will 
disqualify you as having a vested interest. 

- Page 6 - replace "sanctity" with "inviolability". Explain "public 
financing" and "regressive." 

- Conclusion - Here too, I would suggest the Socratic method. If your 
presentation of the facts has been successful, then you should leave 
your readers with questions, since in the end, they will only believe 
and retain the opinion they will have formed themselves. 

Sorry to have been so long, Paul, and I hope that my remarks will be 
helpful. I know how tough it is to put something on paper - someone 
has to start the ball rolling - and then have it critiqued. Anyway 
it's all intended as positive, constructive, criticism - at least that's 
what my mother tells me when she isn't happy with something I did... 

Best regards, 

Mitch 

cc: HREIF --VCH0021A Helmut Reif AANDRADE--VCH0021A Anthony Andrade 
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